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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 3.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment of Pajarita 
Wilderness, which encompasses Sycamore Canyon. The structure locations, 
construction areas, and proposed access roads for all three corridors would 
not enter into Sycamore Canyon. Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss of the 
existing biological resources and potential impacts to these resources for 
each alternative. 
 
Figures 2.1-1, 2.1-2 and 2.1-3 of the Final EIS show close-ups of the 
corridors in relation to certain towns, and are not meant to include the 
location of Sycamore Canyon.  Refer to Figure 3.1-1, Specially Designated 
Areas on the Coronado National Forest, for a map showing the location of 
Sycamore Canyon. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
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Comment No. 4 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV 
facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair sufficiency of 
supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Whether or in what manner the proposed project may lead to development 
in southern Arizona is too speculative to be analyzed in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the Central 
Corridor, if the proposed project is approved.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
As discussed in Section 4.3.4, Migratory Birds and Raptors, some mortality 
resulting from bird collisions within the transmission line corridor is 
considered unavoidable.  However, anticipated mortality levels are not 
expected to result in long-term loss of population viability in any individual 
species or lead to a trend toward listing under the ESA for any of the 
proposed corridors.  In order to minimize bird mortality, TEP would follow 
the guidelines outlined in Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on 
Powerlines: the State of the Art in 1996 (APLIC 1996). 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s statement that there is a lot of 
opposition to the proposed project in the community. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Alternative power supply means such as hydrogen power do not meet 
TEP’s proposal and are thus not evaluated in this EIS.  
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Section 3.1.1, Land Use, discusses the affected environment including 
nature study areas such as the Chiltipene Botanical Area and the Goodding 
Research Natural Area (including Sycamore Canyon). The structure 
locations, construction areas, and proposed access roads for all three 
corridors would not enter into any of these specially designated areas. 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present discussion of the existing visual resources and 
potential impacts to these resources for each alternative. 
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
Regarding potential impacts on birds, refer to the response to Comment 1 in 
the previous submittal from Ralph Shelton. 
 
As presented in Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the Final EIS, the Federal 
agencies and TEP had initiated consultation with Davis Monthan Air Force 
Base regarding potential impacts of the proposed transmission line on 
military flight operation.  In response to the consultation, the Davis 
Monthan Air Force Base stated no relevant issues with any of the proposed 
corridors.  The proposed Western Corridor could impact the FUZZY 
Military Operating Area, controlled by the 162nd FG Airspace in Tucson. 
Subsequently, information regarding the proposed project has been 
forwarded to the 162nd FG Airspace Manager and a copy of the Draft EIS 
has been sent for review and comment.  No comment has been received.  
 
Comment No. 5 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS. 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
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Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
Section 1.1.1, The Proposed Action, has been revised in the Final EIS to 
clarify that the 345-kV transmission line that TEP proposes to construct 
would go just across the U.S.-Mexico border, where it would likely connect 
to another transmission line (that would most likely be constructed by CFE, 
but may be constructed by TEP).  
 
Comment No. 6 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s statement that the opposition to 
the Western Corridor is nearly universal among those who live in that area. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s request that the Forest Plan not 
be amended for the proposed project.   
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review. 
 
If an action alternative is selected, the Federal agencies will follow a 
Programmatic Agreement with the Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and TEP guiding the treatment of cultural 
resources.  Prior to ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a 
complete on-the-ground inventory would be conducted by professional 
archaeologists in accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources 
would also include historical document research and continued consultation 
with Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural 
properties and sacred sites.  Identified cultural resources would be evaluated 
in terms of National Register eligibility criteria and potential project effects 
in consultation with all parties who are participants in the Programmatic 
Agreement. 

 
Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land-
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.  A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.   
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Comment No. 3  
 
Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS explains the Federal agencies’ purpose and 
need and their authorizing actions for the proposed project. The purpose and  
need for USFS action is to determine whether the proposed project 
development is appropriate within the Tumacacori EMA within the 
Coronado National Forest.   
 
Potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside the 
scope of the EIS.  
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of TEP and the Federal 
agencies in developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an 
applicant seeks a permit for a particular business project, such as the case 
with TEP’s proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their 
review of alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal 
and decide whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. 
The Federal agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the 
scope of the applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the 
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review. 
 
The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate and disclose the environmental 
impacts of TEP’s proposed project and the No Action Alternative for use by 
the Federal agencies to make their decisions from among the alternatives in 
their respective RODs (see Section 1.6.6). 
 
Section 1.2.2.1 explains that the purpose and need for DOE action is to 
determine whether it is in the public interest to grant or deny a Presidential 
Permit to TEP for the construction, operation, maintenance, and connection 
of the proposed 345-kV transmission line. 
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Comment No. 2  
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal.  A Presidential Permit is required 
because, under Executive Order 10485 of September 3, 1953, as amended 
by Executive Order 12038 of February 3, 1978, no one may construct, 
connect, operate, or maintain facilities at the U.S. international border for 
the transmission of electric energy between the United States and a foreign 
country without first obtaining a Presidential Permit from DOE, and 
accordingly, TEP applied to DOE for a Presidential Permit for their 
proposed project (see Section 1.1, Introduction). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
This EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of TEP’s proposed project 
and any connected or other past, present, or future actions that are 
reasonably foreseeable. The Federal agencies do not have any information 
suggesting that any power plant construction in Mexico or the United States 
is reliant upon or otherwise connected to TEP’s proposed project. 
Therefore, the potential for construction of power plants in Mexico or the 
United States is not a connected action and is not analyzed in Chapter 4, 
Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico  
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding the procedures for the 
inventory and treatment of cultural resources. 
 
Cultural, biological, and visual resource specialists, would be involved in 
the final placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 0.25-mi (0.40-km) 
wide study corridors, and the siting of the support structures within the 
ROW, to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed.  
This would occur after each agency has issued a ROD, as stated in Section 
3.1.1, Land Use. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Sections 3.3.2 and 4.3.2 of the Final EIS have been revised to address 
habitat fragmentation, specifically with respect to roads and linear corridors 
such as those associated with the proposed project. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.3.1, the proposed project would not alter the 
convergence of the climatic zones, topographic relief, variable geology and  
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Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
precipitation patterns on a scale that would cause a regional decline in 
biodiversity. 
 
Comment No. 6 
 
Chapter 6, Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts, has been revised 
in the Final EIS to include a broader discussion of unavoidable adverse 
environmental impacts. 
 
Comment No. 7 
 
The Federal agencies followed the CEQ guidance Considering Cumulative 
Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act (cited in the EIS as 
CEQ 1997b) to the extent feasible in conducting analysis of the cumulative 
effects of the proposed project. Chapter 5 of the EIS presents an analysis of 
cumulative impacts, as required under NEPA, that could occur as a result of 
the potential impacts of TEP’s proposed project when added to impacts 
from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Chapter 
5 has been revised in the Final EIS to more fully evaluate cumulative 
impacts from actions the involve the use of raods and trails, including 
illegal immigrants and off-road vehicle use. Refer to the response to Sky 
Island Alliance, Comment 6, for further discussion on how cumulative 
impacts were evaluated in the Final EIS.   
 
Alternatives are eliminated from detailed study for not being technically 
and economically feasible; it is these criteria, and not any sort of impacts 
analysis, that drives the process of eliminating alternatives from detailed 
analysis. CEQ regulations (1502.14[a]) only require a brief discussion of 
the reasons for which alternatives were eliminated from detailed analysis, 
rather than an in-depth analysis (including a cumulative effects analysis).  
 
Comment No. 8 
 
Section 3.13 discusses minority and low-income populations in the vicinity 
of the proposed project, including Arivaca, and Section 4.13 concludes that  
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Comment No. 8 (continued) 
 
there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impact to the 
minority or low-income populations. 
 
Comment No. 9 
 
The Federal agencies have evaluated in the EIS the potential impacts from 
the proposed project on the cultural, historical, biological, visual, and 
recreational resources cited by the commentor. Chapter 3 describes the 
affected environment of the Tumacacori Highlands and Santa Cruz Valley 
in the vicinity of the proposed project for each resource area. Chapter 4 
evaluates the potential impacts from the proposed project on each resource 
area (refer to Sections 3.4 and 4.4, Cultural Resources; Sections 3.3 and 4.3, 
Biological Resources; Sections 3.2 and 4.2, Visual Resources; and Sections 
3.1.2 and 4.1.2, Recreation). 
 
The ongoing effort to designate the Santa Cruz Valley as a National 
Heritage Area is expected to be completed in 2005.  The significance of this 
designation is to gain recognition of the area as having a diverse natural and 
cultural heritage. This designation would not create any new Federal, state, 
or local regulatory oversight over the area, and the designation is not 
expected to affect or be affected by the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 10 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 for discussion on sufficiency of the 
Draft EIS, and refer to the response to Comment 4 above regarding the 
evaluation of cultural resources. 
 
The text box titled “Preparation of the Photo Simulations” in Section 4.2, 
Visual Resources, describes the procedure used for preparation of these 
figures. The photo simulations in the EIS are included to portray the range 
of visual impacts of the proposed project, from wide-open to partially 
blocked views at a range of distances, covering the most likely viewing 
areas. The photo simulations are augmented by descriptions of the 
vegetation and land use; Scenic Integrity values; and maps of visibility and 
various visual attributes, to support analysis of visual impacts. 
 
 

2.3-517 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Comment No. 11 
 
All environmental impacts are presented in Chapter 4 of the EIS. The 
significance of potential environmental impacts are determined by the 
Federal agency decisionmakers and presented in their respective RODs. 
 
Comment No. 12 
 
Sections 3.4.2 and 4.4.2 present the Native American concerns that were 
communicated by Native Americans during the formal government-to-
government consultations. Table 3.4-1 documents the Tribal Officials 
Contacted by DOE in project scoping, and the reference cited as SWCA  
2002c in the EIS contains a more complete record of tribal consultation 
activities. 
 
Comment No. 13 
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process, per CEQ requirements. This section includes general 
information on the numbers of comments received, and those issues that 
were deemed in and out of scope. Refer to the response to 
Comment 12 above regarding documentation of Native American 
consultations. 
 
The Draft EIS public hearing dates, times, and locations were selected to 
provide a range of options for interested parties to attend. 
 
Comment No. 14 
 
Whether or how the approval of the proposed project may affect the 
approval of a transmission line from Palo Verde Nuclear Plant to Santa 
Ana, Mexico, is speculative and is outside the scope of the EIS.   Section 
5.2 has been revised in the Final EIS to update the status of the PNM 
proposal 
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Comment No. 15 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
Refer to the revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: 
TEP’s Business Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation 
Committee, that provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of 
the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
Also refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding the alternatives 
evaluated. 
 
Comment No. 16 
 
The potential for penalties to TEP for failing to comply with ACC Decision 
No. 62011 (see Section 1.1.2) is provided as background information on the 
proposed project, but does not affect the Federal agencies’ evaluation of the 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project in the EIS.  
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of 
benefiting both southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
Comment No. 17 
 
Section 4.8.3, PM10 Contributions from Transmission Line Construction in 
Mexico, in the Draft EIS analyzes air quality impacts in the United States 
that could result from construction of a connecting transmission line in 
Mexico. Any additional analysis of impacts that could occur as a result of a 
new transmission line or other actions in Mexico would be speculative, and 
therefore, is not included in this EIS. 
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Comment No. 18 
 
Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1 include a description of the existing land use 
management plans, and analyze potential impacts to these plans from the 
proposed project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
transmission line crossing public land.  
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